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This paper examines the causes of low union membership among 
public sector employees. It focuses on blue-collar employees at the 
Georgia Retardation Center (GRC). 
The major finding of the study is that the direct care employees 
at GRC1s low union membership is due to their lack of knowledge about 
the benefits of unionization. The researcher also found that a large 
majority of the direct care employees at GRC are aware of an organized 
union chapter which represents Georgia state employees. Finally, the 
findings indicate that these workers are not satisfied with their 
present working conditions and benefits. 
The study is significant because it helps to explain why some 
public sector employees, specifically at Georgia Retardation Center, 
refrain from being active members with organized labor organizations. 
The study utilizes a questionnaire administered to potential union 
members at GRC and interviews with union officials as primary sources 
1 
of data. Secondary sources included books, newspapers, periodicals, 
government publications and textbooks. 
Recommendations to address low union membership among blue-collar 
employees at Georgia Retardation Center were offered. 
2 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
LIST OF TABLES  iii 
LIST OF FIGURES  iv 
Chapter 
I. INTRODUCTION  1 
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING  4 
The Internship Experience  4 
Description of the Targeted Mental Health Facility  6 
Detailed Identification of the Problem  6 
III. LITERATURE REVIEW  9 
History of Unionism  9 
Legislation  12 
Why Employees Do or Do Not Join Unions  19 
Public Sector Unionization  23 
Health Care Employees and Unionization  29 
IV. METHODOLOGY  33 
Characteristics of Sample  33 
V. FINDINGS  35 
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  44 
APPENDICES '  47 
BIBLIOGRAPHY   54 
ii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. Question 3: Are you aware of a union chapter for state 
employees?  35 
2. Question 4: Are you satisfied with your present working 
conditions and benefits?  37 
3. Question 7: Did you know that you have a right to the 
union?  38 
4. Question 9: Would you join the union if you had the 
opportunity?  40 
5. Question 10: Why would you decline to join the union?  42 
i i i 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure Pa9e 
1. Georgia State Employees Association Organizational Chart  5 
TV 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Unionization, whether in the public or private sector, may be 
regarded as a mechanism by which employees can achieve desired 
results. Such results may be tangible and specific, like improved 
wages, increased job security and enhanced working conditions, or 
less tangible, such as a sense of power or belonging and community. 
The collective voice of employees represents a significant tool by 
which they may bring about change. According to Michael Beer and 
Bert Spector, "Management policies and practices in service of 
efficiency may, therefore, conflict directly with employees' 'rights,' 
or indirectly with employees' needs for dignity and status."1 From 
this perspective, it can be concluded that there is a need for organized 
labor, if solely for the purpose of providing non-managerial employees 
with having a means of effectively communicating with management. 
Without an organization, the incentive for the individual to take into 
account the effects of his or her actions on others, or express his 
or her preferences, or invest time and money in changing conditions is 
likely to be too small to spur action.2 
iDavid C. Ewing, "The Endless Wave," Readings in Human Resource 
Management, eds., Michael Beer and Bert Spector (New York: The Free 
Press, 1985), p. 101. 
^Richard Freeman and James Medoff, "The Two Faces of Unionism," 
Readings in Human Resource Management, eds., Michael Beer and Bert 
Spector (New York: The Free Press, 1985), p. 107. 
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Despite the fact that presently there is no Georgia state law which 
gives public employees the right to bargain collectively, some state 
employees have begun to organize. The State of Georgia has not enacted 
any law which addresses the question of muncipalities, or other state 
and local subdivisions of the state, in dealing with employee organiza¬ 
tions. However, state employees belong to the Georgia State Employees 
Association (GSEA) also known as Local 1985. Local 1985 is affiliated 
with the Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO and was 
established in 1974. The motto of GSEA is "Serving the people who 
serve the people of Georgia." 
There is a total of 40,000 Georgia state employees, 25,000 are 
non-management workers who are eligible to join the union. There 
were approximately 1,250 paid Georgia State Employees Association 
members as of 1987. These organized employees account for a mere 5 
percent of the total eligible work force. Despite this fact, GSEA has 
been successful in organizing employees at state hospitals. There is 
a solid 55 percent of organized workers at mental health facilities 
in Georgia. However, it is unclear why union activity at the Georgia 
Retardation Center is as low as 38 percent. 
The Georgia Retardation Center (GRC) is a mental health hospital 
in Atlanta, Georgia. Union membership at the facility is low despite 
unfair labor practices against non-management employees. The writer, 
therefore, intends to examine causes of low union membership at GRC. 
The analysis and discussion of this issue are presented in six 
sections. Section one comprises the general comments about the 
3 
subject matter of the paper. Section two presents the problem and its 
setting. The third section of the paper reviews relevant literature. 
Section four presents the methodology. Section five covers the findings. 
Finally, the conclusion and recommendations are presented in section six. 
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
The Internship Experience 
The Headquarters of the Georgia State Employees Association (GSEA), 
or Local 1985, was the setting of the internship experience (see 
Figure 1). The internship was served from October 1986 to March 1987. 
GSEA, a local union representing state public employees, was established 
in 1974 and is located at 501 Pulliam Street, S. W., Atlanta, Georgia. 
The union is committed to "serving the people who serve the people of 
Georgia." 
As the Assistant to the Executive Director, the intern was assigned 
.two projects. The first assignment was to develop a chapter among 
state office building janitors in Atlanta and to strengthen an existing 
chapter at the Georgia Retardation Center. This part of the internship 
involved meeting with union officials to develop recruitment campaigns, 
corresponding with state legislators through written as well as verbal 
communication, lobbying at the Capitol and distributing leaflets in 
order to increase union membership and to motivate existing members. 
The intern was also responsible for conducting bimonthly meetings with 
the Georgia Building Authority employees. The second task was to 
conduct a pay study comparing wages of selected Georgia state employees 
with employees in other states across the United States. This involved 
4 
FIGURE 1 
GEORGIA STATE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
SOURCE: Stewart Acuff, Executive Director, Georgia State Employees Association 
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analyzing and creating statistical breakdowns as well as doing case 
studies of how the lowest paid state employees spend their paychecks 
to meet the basic necessities of life. Another objective of the study 
was to find out whether such employees were eligible for federal 
assistance programs, whether they availed themselves of these programs 
and generally how many of Georgia state employees subsist on their 
wages. 
It was interest generated in the first assignment that led the 
researcher to select the topic for the study. Through direct inter¬ 
action with employees at the Georgia Retardation Center, the writer 
chose to examine why direct care employees are reluctant to join the 
union. 
Description of the Targeted Mental Health Facility 
The Georgia Retardation Center (GRC) is a state mental health 
hospital administered by the Department of Human Resources. GRC is 
located in metropolitan Atlanta and has a patient capacity of 380. The 
total number of the work force is 900, the facility has approximately 
350 direct care employees who are free to become members of the union. 
Detailed Identification of the Problem 
The blue-collar employees at GRC are experiencing job dissatis- 
fication on issues from understaffing to low-wage rates which are 
manifested in a comment made by Alfreda Dellard, a job representative 
at the Georgia Retardation Center, against a proposed 4 percent wage 
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increase proposed by Governor Joe Frank Harris, "Four percent for many 
of us at the bottom of the pay ladder will not amount to a significant 
increase in our checks."3 
Union membership among the unskilled direct care employees at the 
Georgia Retardation Center is considerably low. Less than 40 percent 
of the service technicians are members of the union. Although many of 
Dellard's co-workers would probably be inclined to agree with her, they 
have not been eager to become members of the union. 
The lack of participation in the union's activities among the blue- 
collar workers was identified during the internship experience. For 
the purpose of this study, the category of workers to be included are 
health service technicians, such as housekeepers, laundry attendants, 
cooks, dietary aides and bath teams. These entry-level positions 
require no high school diploma, therefore, they are jobs which are 
designed for persons without any type of special skills. 
Problems faced by such employees are numerous. This mental health 
hospital has heavy patient loads, but is understaffed, the employee- 
patient ratio is one to five. Aside from being paid low-wage rates, 
these employees are cheated out of overtime pay for overtime work, sick 
leave and vacation time.4 
The study focuses on the aforementioned category of employees for 
several reasons. In light of the fact that the majority of them are 
^Macon Telegraph and News, 23 July 1986, p. 27. 
^Atlanta Journal Constitution, 3 October 1986, p. 14-C. 
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not well educated, it is likely that they are unaware of unfair labor 
practices. Benefits offered to these workers are minimal or non¬ 
existent, according to Stewart Acuff, Executive Director of GSEA.5 
^Interview with Stewart Acuff, Georgia Employee Association, 
Atlanta, Georgia, 12 March 1987. 
III. LITERATURE REVIEW 
History of Unionism 
The modern American trade union movement was born in Columbus, 
Ohio in December 1886. It was then that officials of twenty-five 
craft unions representing about 150,000 skilled workers met to organize 
the American Federation of Labor (AFL). The AFL intended to offer 
skilled tradesmen a national base from which to support their demands 
for higher wages and improved working conditions. The AFL would be a 
federation of national unions. It would provide a platform for local 
unions and involve itself in the external governance of their member 
union,6 while internal governance would be left to each local unit. 
The "Modern Republicanism" of the 1920s proved to be harsh years 
for the AFL. The "Red Scare" tainted unions with an "un-American" 
label. Courts rendered decision-making organizing unions extremely 
difficult. 
Employers used methods ranging from "welfare capitalism" 
(improvements in physical surroundings) to "yellow dog 
contracts" (workers would sign a contract to agree never 
to join a union as a pre-condition for employment) to 
undermine union strength.7 
^Bert Spector, "Note on Labor Relations in the United States," 
Readings in Human Resource Management (New York: The Free Press, 1985), 
p. 128. 
71 bid. , p. 131. 
9 
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This coupled with the American Legion's campaign for anti-union laws 
reduced AFL membership by 25 percent between 1921 and 1929.8 
Nevertheless, the economic devastation of the Great Depression 
revived the American union movement. In an attempt to strengthen the 
Democratic Party's support among blue-collar workers, Franklin Roosevelt 
began to extend the protections of the federal government to union 
organizing campaigns. Encouraged by Section 7(a) of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act (1933) and the National Labor Relations Act 
(1935), workers sought the protection of organized unions.9 The 
pressure of increased demands brought a major split in the AFL ranks. 
Samuel Gompers, first president of the AFL, had a commitment to craft 
rather than industrial unions and William Green, Gompers' successor 
stood by the founder's commitment. Hence, within the AFL, John L. 
Lewis of the Mine Workers disobeyed Green's policy and personally 
intervened in the auto workers' violent sit-down strikes.18 In 1938, 
Green expelled Lewis and his supporters from the AFL, and they formed 
the rival Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO). 
Through the early 1950s, the AFL and the CIO often found themselves 
competing for membership. But the prosperity of the Eisenhower era, 
and the ascendancy of new 1eadership--George Meany of the Plumbers' 





Workers as President of CIO—gave impetus to the creation of a united 
labor movement. The two men reached an agreement in 1955 and Meany 
became President of the new AFL-CIO. 
In 1969, speaking to the Organization of American States, Meany 
reaffirmed the AFL-CIO's commitment to a partnership between labor and 
capital : 
American organized labor operating under our free system 
has made progress over the years. While we are by no 
means satisfied and perhaps we will never be satisfied 
—we believe that the opportunities for progress for 
wage earners under our system are greater than under 
any other system in recorded history. Organized labor 
in America is part and parcel of the American economic 
system.H 
By 1974, the AFL-CIO counted nearly 17 million members, or about 
79 percent of the total United States union membership. However, there 
were two major independent unions challenging the AFL-CIO dominance. 
The International Teamsters Union became an independent union in 1959 
when its leader, Jimmy Hoffa, was forced out of the AFL-CIO. Nine 
years later, Walter Reuther charged that Meany was not aggressive enough 
in seeking new members. Hence, he left the coalition, which he had 
helped forge, and established the United Auto Workers as an independent 
union. 
Today, unions account for about 27 percent of the work force, 
and that percentage is declining. According to Bert Spector, several 
reasons can be cited for this trend: 
llDaniel Quinn Mills, Labor Management Relations (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1978), p. 71. 
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1) The large growth in the service and public sectors of the 
economy where unionism traditionally has been weak; 
2) The entry into the work force of a large number of women 
clerical workers, also traditionally not unionized; and 
3) The movement of industry to the south and southwest, regions 
with less favorable union laws than the north and Midwest.12 
Unions in the private sectors were the pioneers in efforts to raise 
wages, reduce hours, and improve working conditions, but today, they 
have been joined by their public sector counterparts in search of 
what Gompers referred to as "more." 
Public employees are enlarging their scope of bargaining to include 
a greater voice in working conditions and workloads, the making of job 
assignments, transfers and promotions, and consultation rights in 
reorganizing their institutional working structures.13 in short, the 
end result appears to be shared power. Public employees looked around 
and discovered that they wanted what private sector union members had 
been enjoying for years—a voice in decisions (on the job) that affect 
their lives. 
Legislation 
Public sector unions have had a historically weak legal status. 
Under Anglo Saxon common law of the eighteenth and early nineteenth 
121bid. , p. 133. 
13jack Blackburn and Gloria Busman, Understanding Unions in the 
Public Sector (Los Angeles: Institute of Industrial Relations, 1977), 
p. 17. 
13 
centuries, collective work action to raise wages was often found to be 
an illegal criminal conspiracy. It was also held that the public 
interest was threatened if two or more persons acted jointly to inter¬ 
fere with an employer's vested property rights. This view was somehow 
reversed by the 1842 landmark case, Massachusetts Commonwealth vs. Hunt, 
which legalized the existence of the union.14 The concern for the 
government to balance the interest of the union and that of the general 
public, has put the labor movement through what some authors refer to 
as a "long and arduous road." 
Early public employee unions at the federal level were protected 
by the rights given to government employees in 1912 by the Lloyd- 
LaFollette Act. They were given the right to petition Congress to join 
organizations affiliated with outside bodies that do not impose an 
obligation to engage in or support a strike against the United States. 
In the 1950s, unions increased their attempts to secure official 
recognition by statutes. 
Prior to 1935, the states enacted most laws dealing with labor. 
However, in 1935, Congress enacted the National Labor Relations Act 
(Wagner Act) guaranteeing to all workers in interstate commerce the 
right to join unions and prohibiting employers from five broad areas 
of unfair labor practices: 
l^william A. Jones, Jr., "Historical Context," Handbook on Public 
Personnel Administration and Labor Relations, eds., Jack Rabin 
et alt (New York: Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1983), pp. 286-287. 
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1) Interfering with, coercing, or restraining employees in the 
exercise of their rights to join (or not) or assist labor 
organizations ; 
2) Assisting, dominating, or contributing financially to labor 
unions ; 
3) Discriminating against employees in order to discourage union 
membership or encourage it, except as provided by a valid 
union security clause in a collective bargaining agreement; 
4) Discriminating against employees because they have filed 
charges or given testimony to the NLRB; and 
5) Refusing to bargain in good faith with the representatives 
of the employees.15 
The Labor Management Relations Act of 1947 (LMRA), also known as 
the Taft-Hartley Act, and the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (CSRA), 
are two key pieces of legislation which specifically address the issue 
of public sector unionism. The major purposes of the LMRA were to 
provide orderly and peaceful procedures for protecting the rights of 
the employer and the employee and also to protect the employees in 
their relations with labor organizations. The CSRA impacts unions 
in that it specifically provides public sector employees the right to 
organize and bargain collectively through labor unions. The Taft- 
Hartley Act, which is an amendment to the National Labor Relations 
Act of 1935, reflects a more sophisticated understanding of the causes 
of industrial strife and a more pluralistic view of the world.16 
inspector, "Note on Labor Relations in the United States," p. 139. 
liâmes L. Perry, "Private-Sector Model," Handbook on Public 
Personnel Administration and Labor Realations, eds., Jack Rabin et al 
(New York: Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1983), p. 321. 
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The passage of the Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
of 1959, commonly termed the Landrum-Griffin Act, moved a step further 
toward preventing or remedying unfair labor practices. Previous 
national labor legislation was directed almost exclusively at developing 
the inter-organizational foundations of collective bargaining. Landrum- 
Griffin, on the other hand, focused on the intra-organization principles 
important to the legitimacy of the collective bargaining process. The 
Act created a "bill of rights" for members of labor organizations, 
providing safeguards against improper union disciplinary action and 
guaranteeing equal rights to participate in union affairs, and estab¬ 
lished financial reporting requirements for union and corporate officers 
and labor relations consultants. Also, this act limited state regula¬ 
tion, by state law, to those employees and employeers not subject to 
federal law. States may exercise jurisdiction over cases that involve 
interstate commerce if the NLRB has refused to accept these cases 
because of lack of jurisdiction.17 Therefore, although the law was 
concerned primarily with the internal affairs of labor organizations, 
it did establish a precise method for resolving federal-state jurisdic¬ 
tional conflicts. 
Labor relations in the public sector are regulated by a variety 
of state laws, attorney general opinions, court decisions, executive 
orders, and state personnel board rules. Several bills have been 
introduced in Congress that could establish federal hegemony over 
lowing, p. 322. 
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public sector labor relations. Public employee unions that have 
endorsed federal legislation readily admit that their primary purpose 
is to "nudge" the states into action. The pressure on Congress for 
enactment of legislation addressed to public sector labor organizations 
has declined, while the number of states passing public sector 
relations legislation has risen.18 
It is no longer open to question that public employment cannot 
be used as a means of compelling the employee to waive or forego 
constitutionally protected rights. Examples of such cases are Pickering 
vs. Board of Education, 391 U. S. 563, 568 (1968); and Keyishian vs. 
Board of Regents, 385 U. S. 589, 606 (1967). It is similarly settled 
that "freedom of association" is a First Amendment right applicable 
to the states by virtue of the Fourteenth Amendment, NAACP vs. Alabama, 
357, U. S. 449, 460-463 (1958). 
The application of these principles to an attempt to prohibit 
public employees from becoming members of labor organizations was 
squarely presented to the courts in Atkins vs. City of Charlotte, 296 
F. Supp. 1968 (W. D. N. C. 1969) [three-judge].19 Members of the 
Charlotte Fire Department filed suit attacking the constitutionality 
of North Carolina statutes which 1) prohibited public employees from 
being members of a labor union; and 2) prohibited contracts between 
18Ibid., p. 307. 
^Arthur K. Bolton, "Legal Status of Public Employee Labor Organi¬ 
zations in Georgia" (Atlanta, Georgia, n.d.), p. 4. 
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units of government and labor organizations concerning public employees. 
While the three-judge district court upheld the statutory prohibition 
of contracts between governmental units and unions, it flatly held that 
the attempt to prohibit public employees from even being members of 
a union was on its face an intolerable overbreadth which infringed 
upon their constitutionally protected "freedom of association." The 
court held that: 
It is beyond argument that a single individual cannot 
negotiate on an equal basis with an employer who hires 
hundreds of people. Recognition of this fact of life 
is the basis of labor-management relations in this 
country.20 
The court concluded: 
. . .the firemen of the City of Charlotte are granted 
the right of free association by the First Amendment 
and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution; that right of association includes the 
right to form and join a labor union--whether local 
or national... .21 
This rationale has been even more recently applied in Georgia 
where a three-judge federal district court for the Northern District 
of the State, following Atkins, held that Georgia Code Annotated 
54-909 (which prohibited police officers from becoming members of 
unions) was unconstitutional. Another example is Melton vs. City of 
Atlanta, Georgia, 324 F. Supp. 315 (N. D. Ga. 1979) [three-judge]. 




defect lay in the overbreadth of the statute (i.e., its extension far 
beyond anything necessary to protect any valid State interest) and that 
the Court was not holding that the State could not prohibit strikes by 
police officers. 
The conclusions of Atkins and Mel ton are in line with what the 
courts have held elsewhere, see, e.g., American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO vs. Woodward, 406 F. 2d 137, 
193 (8th Cir. 1969); McLaughlin vs. Tilendis, 398 F. 2d 287 (7th Cir. 
1968); and it is perhaps also worthy of mention that the Office of 
the Attorney General of Georgia was the same opinion as early as 1969, 
to wit: ". . .the basic right of all individuals, including (state) 
hospital employees, to join labor organizations is undoubtedly protected 
by the First Amendment to the United States Constitution."22 For all 
of these reasons, the constitutional right of the public employees in 
Georgia to organize or to become members of labor unions can no longer 
be doubted. 
It is important to address the issue of why employees do or do not 
join unions. It should be noted at the onset that the reasons people 
support unions are not unchanging. The shifts in the economic and social 
support context in which people work and live, as well as the means 
by which unions attempt to attract members, can drastically affect their 
interests and needs, and as a result, their perception of unions.23 
22 ibid. 
23Bert Spector, "Note on Why Employees Join Unions," Readings in 
Human Resource Management (New York: The Free Press, 1985), p. 153. 
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Why Employees Do or Do Not Join Unions 
There are many reasons why employees become affiliated with labor 
organizations. The likelihood of unionization also depends on a good 
deal of factors such as the type of industry in which the worker is 
employed and the support or lack of community attitudes and political 
institutions.24 
Within that context, Jeanne Brett has suggested a conceptual 
framework for understanding why employees might favor unionization. 
According to Brett, there are two major factors behind employees' 
interest in unions: 
1) An employee's initial interest in unionization is based on 
dissatisfication with working conditions, and a perceived 
lack of influence in changing those conditions; and 
2) The likelihood that a coalition of employees will try to 
organize a union depends on whether they accept the concept 
of collective action and whether they believe unions will 
yield positive rather than negative outcomes for them.25 
Unions have long built their appeal on employee dissatisfaction 
with issues such as wages, hours and working conditions. However, 
Brett submits that employees' dissatisfication can settle on intangible 
as well as tangible contracts with their employer. Violation of bread- 
and-butter issues like wages and working conditions can be understood as 
assaults on workers' sense of security. Violations of the psychological 




At the point that an employee becomes dissatisfied, he or she can 
exercise the option of seeking employment elsewhere. Due to the fact 
that blue-collar laborers have less marketable skills, they are far 
less likely to move from their jobs than white-collar workers. It also 
is interesting to note that employees who support unions generally 
express satisfaction with the jobs they are doing but are displeased 
with the conditions under which they must work. Instead of leaving 
their jobs, they seek unions to improve their working conditions.26 
"The American ethos of the rugged individualist and entrepreneur 
leans heavily toward individual actions."27 The extent to which an 
employee accepts that cultural bias plays a large part in determining 
how he or she will view the possibilities of collective action. 
It is a fact that unions work to build a sense of group membership 
and collective power. 
Mass rallies help workers find that sense of group 
membership; rousing speeches underline individual 
impotence; and group sing-alongs reinforce the notion 
of collective power both through the act of singing 
together and the words to the songs.28 
In the words of the most famous of all unions' songs, Solidarity 
Forever, "What force on earth is weaker than the feeble strength of 
one?. . . but the union makes us strong." 
26Ibid., p. 55. 
2 71 b i d. 
2 81 b i d. 
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Over the last 30 years, there has been considerable discussion 
of the prospects for union growth and more recently, of reasons for 
declines in the extent of unionism. 
Throughout the period, a number of researchers have 
commented on such labor market developments as expanded 
employment in the relatively non-union Southern states 
and employment shifts away from heavily unionized 
manufacturing industries and toward the less developed 
service sector.29 
In 1979, Professor George H. Hilderbrand of Cornell University 
emphasized the importance of structural changes in the economy, 
. . .the declining relative position of organized 
labor since the last war is far more the product of 
a weight shift in employment patterns and in the 
composition of the work force than of an absolute 
decline in the total union membership.30 
According to Phillip M. Doyle, specific reasons attributed to the 
slump in union membership range from regional composition to composition 
of the work force or the occupational mix of a particular organization. 
Regional and industrial composition play important roles in the 
undevelopment of organized labor groups. Employment trends by industry 
mirror the reduced importance of manufacturing and the growth of less 
organized industries, such as retail and wholesale trade services. 
Manufacturing's share of employment declined from 56 percent of the 
total, within the scope of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical areas 
29phi11ip M. Doyle, "Area Wage Surveys Shed Light on Declines in 
Unionization," Monthly Labor Review 108 (Spring 1985): 15. 
3°Ibid., p. 16. 
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targeted by Doyle in 1964, to 39 percent 23 years later. One effect 
of this was the drop in the percentage of unionized production workers 
employed by manufacturing plants--from 70 percent in 1961 to 62 percent 
in 1984. (The corresponding percentages for office workers were 28 and 
17.)31 
The size of an establishment also contributes to the decline of 
union membership. The close working relationship between employers and 
employees in small organizations keeps employees from "turning against" 
employers, while in larger organizations, individuals refuse to join 
unions because of personal reasons (i.e., dues payments, association, 
and job security/loyalty) rather than for reasons associated with what 
is best for the company or agency. 
The occupational mix of the work force also influences decline in 
union membership. Blue-collar or production workers have been more 
highly organized than any other group of workers. Over the 1961-1984 
period, the proportion of workers in blue-collar categories fell, while 
white-collar employees, for whom unionism has had limited appeal, 
increased their share of the total.32 These occupational shifts are 
the result of various forces, including technological developments 
within industries and the expansion of service industries, some of 
which require largely white-collar workers. 
311 b i d. 
321bid. 
23 
Public Sector Unionization 
In his article entitled, "The Role of Bargaining in Public 
Service," John W. Macy, Jr. elaborates on the issue of public sector 
unionization. 
Public employment at all levels of government has been 
the recent growth factor in the American labor market. 
National unions have identified the extension of union 
membership in public service as a primary objective. 
Public service strikes involving teachers, sanitation 
workers, hospital attendants, firemen and policemen 
have increasingly dominated the labor relations news 
in the country. And yet, the citizen and his elected 
representative in government have devoted far too 
little attention to the role of unions in the public 
service. While the citizen is the beneficiary of the 
public employee's performance and financial supporter 
of the public employee's wages and benefits, his 
voice has been confused or muted in the formulation 
of public policy on government's relations with these 
workers.33 
Macy's view helps to illustrate the complexity and magnitude of 
the public employee--labor relations dispute. His argument puts a 
portion of the blame on citizens who are not public servants, hence, 
they are unconcerned about the plight of public sector employees. 
Without public support, interest and awareness, it is likely that 
members of the public work force will have to fight twice as hard to 
receive justice in the workplace. 
Felker, Griffith and Durrant, who examined the southern states in 
terms of their public sector union growth, contend that union growth 
33john W. Macy, Jr. "The Role of Bargaining in Public Service, 
Public Workers and Public Unions, ed. Sam Zagoria (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972), p. 5. 
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is directly related to two factors—potential membership market of 
public employees and the existing legal environment.34 
In this study, they highlighted the view of W. J. Cash who 
suggests that "the southern worker—in either the public or private 
sector is too individualistic to be organized."35 In other words, 
the southern worker makes poor material from which to build a union 
movement, due to this individualism. While it is true that the south 
constitutes a distinct cultural region, to attribute the late emergence 
of unionism to the sole factor of individualism is monocasual and omits 
varying patterns of union growth within southern states.36 
There are four patterns of southern public sector unionism 
according to the Felker, Griffith and Durrant study. These models 
emphasize that: "Union membership potential as indicated by the size 
of the public employment sector is a necessary but not sufficient 
condition for union membership."37 The first pattern is one wherein 
union growth was commensurate with, or exceeded growth in employment. 
The second pattern displays a trend in which the union movement keeps 
pace with growth in employment and then suddenly declines. States with 
small or moderately sized public employment sector that experiences a 
34i_on S. Felker, Edwin R. Griffith, and Edward W. Durrant, Public 
Sector Unionization in the South: An Agenda for Research," Journal of 
Collective Negotiation in the Public Sector 70 (October 1984):5. 
3 5 j b i d. 
36ibid., p. 7 
37ibid. 
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stagnant or declining union base form the third pattern, while the 
fourth pattern exhibits an anomalous relationship between size of public 
employment and union growth.38 
Their theory on union growth also cites the existing legal environ¬ 
ment as a key factor in measuring its increase or decrease. The present 
legal framework of a particular area is apt to influence the acceptance 
or rejection of public sector unionization. If legislators are in favor 
of unions, their opinions and attitudes often carry over to the public, 
thus, legislative and public policy decisions do affect public employee 
unions. Where size of the public employment market is large and 
expanding and the public policy climate is favorable, public employee 
unions will tend to expand their union membership. Where the size is 
small and the policy climate uncertain and hostile, membership will 
stagnate or decline.39 
In Jim Seroka's "The Determinants of Public Employee Union Growth," 
he contends that government policy toward unions and the region of the 
country are the strongest determinants for predicting local employee 
union growth.40 He submits that a model of union growth should always 
include four crucial variables: 1) political climate towards unioniza¬ 
tion; 2) changes in the organized labor market penetration, 3) general 
38ibid. 
391bid. , p. 11. 
40jim Seroka, "The Determinants of Public Employee Union Growth," 
Review of Public Personnel Administration 5:2 (Spring 1985):5. 
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trends in the labor force (unemployment/employment), and 4) changes 
in personal income. 
Seroka identifies state level employee union growth as the 
dependent variable in his research. He cites urbanization, high 
unemployment levels, change in per capita income, political ideology 
and union activity as independent variables.41 Thus, union growth 
is directly dependent upon one or more of the specified variables. 
Seroka's results included an examination of bivariate relation¬ 
ships between union growth and the independent variables which 
constituted the first stage of the analysis. 
The mean scores and significance levels indicate 
that both region and policy contribute substantially 
to public sector union growth, with labor policy a 
generally stronger determinant than region.42 
State labor policy exhibits even more significant and stronger relation¬ 
ships, with the more permissive policy options being highly related to 
growth. Evidently, region and state labor policy can do much to promote 
or inhibit public sector union growth. 
With few exceptions, the determinants of public employee union 
growth behave in the expected direction. Many of the coefficients are 
quite strong, but few are strong for all measures of growth. 
No determinant receives strong coefficients for each measure 
of public sector union growth, and special district governments and 
411bid. , p. 11. 
42Ibid. 
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sanitation workers possess no strong coefficients. The majority of 
the strongest coefficients are found in the education, teacher and 
school district categories. The relatively strong coefficients in the 
total local, city government, and county government categories may be 
largely the result of the strong impact of the teaching profession on 
the employment picture in these units of government.43 
Unlike the private sector, the regulation of labor-management 
relations in the public sector occurs primarily at the state level. 
According to Levin, those federal statutes such as the Norris-LaGuardia 
Act and the Wagner Act regulating trade unionism in the privator sector 
have not extended to state and local governments.44 State governments, 
therefore, have the discretion to adopt or not to adopt any specific 
policy to regulate labor relations in the state and local public 
service. 
Some state laws have made provisions for certain categories of 
public employees such as public transportation, fire fighters and 
school teachers excluding others such as police officers and general 
service employees, and Georgia is no exception. There is no labor 
relations law for general service employees in the State of Georgia. 
The only Georgia statute authorizing public employee bargaining is the 
Fire Fighters Mediation Act of 1971 granting fire fighters in cities 
431bid., p. 14. 
44D avid Levin, "The Effect of Regulation on Public Sector Labor 
Relations: Theory and Evidence," Journal of Labor Research 6:1 
(Winter 1985): 77-93. 
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of 20,000 or more the right to bargain collectively and be represented 
by a labor organization in issues relating to wages and rates of pay. 
This law excludes consolidated city-county governments with over 
150,000 people. The statute also forbids strikes and job action.45 
Georgia public employees' labor policy is particularly vague. 
There is no specific policy authorizing or not authorizing public 
employees in the state to engage in collective bargaining. Court 
decisions and opinions rendered by the Attorney General are, therefore, 
the major forces behind public labor policy. For example, Yancy, in 
her studies examined the case of Chatham Association of Educators, 
Teachers Unit, et al vs. Board of Public Education for the City of 
Savannah and the County of Chatham, 1974, where the Board of Education 
had negotiated a contract with the Chatham Association of Education, 
and the court ruled that: "Without specific legislative authorization, 
a school board has no authority by contract or otherwise, to delegate 
to others the duties placed on the board by the constitution or laws 
of Georgia."45 Consequently, the contract was considered void. 
In addition, the Attorney General expressed the opinion that, 
"unless the General Assembly authorised them to do so, public employees 
in Georgia cannot enter into valid collective bargaining contracts with 
45Fire Fighters' Mediation Act, Georgia Laws 1 (1971), pp, 565- 
571. 
45Dorothy Yancy, "The Spectre of Public Unionism from 1966-1976: 
A Critical Analysis of the Labor Policies of the City of Atlanta" 
(Ph.D. dissertation, Atlanta University, 1978), p. 11. 
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labor unions."47 At the same time, the Attorney General maintained 
that if called upon to pass on the matter of collective bargaining, the 
Georgia courts will probably uphold the right to bargain collectively 
in the sense of meeting and consulting with union officials about wages, 
hours and the conditions of employment of public employees. In 1966, 
the office of the Attorney General, further asserted in an unofficial 
opinion that, "local units of governments have the right to allow their 
employees to bargain collectively if they choose to do so."48 This was 
followed by the commitment to recognize the right of public employees 
as citizens to organize and join unions, as guaranteed by the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. According to James R. Beaird, "This 
right of self-organization appears to be meaningless because state 
employees may not utilize it to deal with the employer collectively 
through a bargaining agent."49 The legal environment of public employee 
trade unionism in Georgia is, therefore, primarily shaped by court 
decisions and opinions of the Attorney General. 
Health Care Employees and Unionization 
During the past two and a half decades, health care industry labor 
and management relations have changed considerably. Employee-employer 
47 Ibid. 
48Ibid. , p. 12. 
49james R. Beaird, "Labor Relations Policy for Public Employees: 
A Legal Perspective," Georgia Law Review (Fall 1969): 132. 
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interaction and legislative control have increased. Employees of 
federal hospitals are now subject to the provisions of Executive Order 
10988, issued by President John F. Kennedy in June 1961. This order 
recognized the rights of employees to seek collective recognition and 
bargaining rights with federal agencies and departments. The order 
also established mechanisms through which employees should seek recogni¬ 
tion and provisions under which unfair labor practices would be noted. 
In October 1969, President Richard Nixon issued Executive Order 11491, 
which superseded the previous order and brought federal employee 
relations more in line with the provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act. 
State and local hospitals, prior to recent amendments of the 
federal labor laws, came under the protection of the public employee 
bargaining units set up to represent the public employees of a parti¬ 
cular state. In 1969, approximately thirty-seven states offered such 
protection for their public employees. Nursing homes and proprietary 
hospitals have been subject to various court interpretations of law; 
but nonprofit hospitals, although excluded from the provisions of 
the federal labor laws, were often subject to the jurisdiction of 
conflicting state labor laws. 
Despite many attempts to define the rights and privileges of 
hospital employees, several labor unions lobbied in Washington for the 
same recognition granted to employees in private industry. Thus, on 
July 26, 1987, Public Law 93-360 was enacted: 
It amended the federal labor laws to extend guaranteed 
uniform coverage to employees of non-public care 
facilities. Simply put, it states that employees of 
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health care facilities (except federal facilities) 
have every right to organize, collectively gather, 
and petition for more benefits, higher pay, or better 
working conditions.50 
For the first time, all nongovernmental hospitals, nursing homes, 
clinics, health maintenance organizations, homes for the aged, and other 
institutions devoted to the care of the infirm or aged persons were 
brought under the nation's labor laws. 
In The Health Care Supervisor's Legal Guide, Karen Hawley Henry 
elaborates on the unique health care provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act. 
According to Henry, Public Law 93-360 added the following provisions 
to the Taft-Hartley Act, specifically adapted to the unusual character¬ 
istics of the health care industry: 
1) Unions must give at least ten days advance written notice of 
the date and time for a threatened strike. 
2) The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS) has the 
authority to conduct mandatory mediation of contract negotia¬ 
tion disputes. 
3) The FMCS also can appoint a Board of Inquiry to make recom¬ 
mendations on issues in dispute during contract negotiations. 
4) Unions that wish to renegotiate collective bargaining agree¬ 
ments must give health care employers a 90-day notice of their 
intention to terminate or modify the agreement as well as a 
60-day notice to the FMCS. For new contract negotiations, 
however, the union need only give a 30-day notice to the FMCS. 
5) Employees objecting to mandatory payment of union dues on 
religious grounds have the option of donating equivalent 
SOThomas R. Beech and Warren H. Chaney, The Union Epidemic: 
A Prescription for Supervisors (Rockville, Maryland: Aspen Systems 
Corporation, 1976), p. 12. 
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monies to a nonreligious charity, an option subsequently 
extended to nonhealth care employees covered by the Act.51- 
Henry also discusses employee rights and what the Act protects. 
In her analyses, she cites Section 7 as the foundation of the Act. It 
protects the rights of employees to bank together by stating that: 
Employees shall have the right to self-organization, to 
form, join or assist labor organizations, to bargain 
collectively through representatives of their own 
choosing, and to engage in other concerted activities 
for the purpose of collective bargaining or other 
mutual aid or protection. . . .52 
Section 7 also provides that: 
The employees shall have the right to refrain from any 
or all of these same concerted activities except to 
the extent that a collective bargaining contract may 
require membership in a labor organization (or payment 
of dues) as a condition of employment.53 
Section 7, then, is an industrial guarantee of employee rights to be 
protected by Section 8's prohibition of employers' or union conduct 
that infringes on those rights. 
51«aren Hawley Henry, The Health Care Supervisor's Legal Guide 




The researcher utilizes a descriptive analysis approach to accom¬ 
plish the stated objective of examining the causes of low union member¬ 
ship among blue-collar employees at Georgia Retardation Center and 
offers suggested recommendations to help resolve the problem of low 
union activity at GRC. The research utilizes primary and secondary 
sources. The primary sources of data consisted of interviews with 
union officials and a questionnaire accompained with a letter adminis¬ 
tered to current unionized and non-unionized employees to determine 
approximately what percentage of state employees are aware of the 
benefits of organized labor. (See Appendices A and B.) The interviews 
and questionnaire helped to clarify how much they knew about their 
rights and privileges as state employees and also to find answers 
related to the stated problem. 
Secondary sources utilized consist of a review of related litera¬ 
ture from a variety of sources: books, newspapers, periodicals, text¬ 
books and state publications. 
Characteristics of Sample 
The population consists of 350 blue-collar/direct care employees 
at Georgia Retardation Center. The sample consisted of eighty-nine 
direct care employees who have no more than a high school education. 
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Their qualifications for these jobs required no more than a high school 
diploma. These employees are health technicians, such as housekeepers, 
laundry attendants, cooks, dietary aides and bath teams. Approximately 
93 percent of them were black and approximately 7 percent were white 
with a greater percentage of women participants than men. 
FINDINGS 
As stated in the Section II, the objective of this study is to 
examine the causes of low union membership among blue-collar workers 
at Georgia Retardation Center. 
Questionnaires were given to 89 employees, which is approximately 
25 percent or one-fourth of the 350 employees who are potential union 
members. The questionnaire consisted of ten questions related to 
salary, seniority, working conditions, employee-employer relations, 
union awareness and the reasons these employees were declining union 
representation. Several questions were specific and directly related 
to causes of low union membership at GRC, those questions were analyzed 
and the results are shown in the following tables. The percentage 
amount in each table has been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
TABLE 1 
QUESTION 3: ARE YOU AWARE OF A UNION CHAPTER FOR STATE EMPLOYEES? 
N = 89 
Yes ' No 
Number of Responses 77 12 
Percent 87 13 
SOURCE: Data from questionnaire. 
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In Table 1, the results show that 87 percent of those employees 
surveyed were aware of a union chapter for state employees, while 13 
percent were not. 
According to Stewart Acuff, Executive Director of GSEA, approxi¬ 
mately 90 percent of state employees are aware of organized labor 
organizations, yet only 9 percent or 3,500 of the 40,000 state workers 
are active within the union. Mr. Acuff confirms the fact that workers 
know a union exists, but he insists that they are oblivious to what 
the union can do for them.54 
Approximately twenty GRC employees regularly attend GSEA functions 
and actively participate in membership drives to organize fellow 
employees. Although there are only a few who are active, 87 percent 
of the employees responded positively in reference to question 3. 
GSEA and twenty employees have been effective in their efforts to 
introduce the union to employees at GRC through regular visits to the 
hospital by organizers and constant distribution of literature and 
pamphlets. These direct care workers realize that the union is a 
tool by which they may improve their workplace, yet they refuse to 
join. 
With reference to working conditions the survey showed that 33 
percent of the direct care employees had no problems with sick leave, 
^interview with Stewart Acuff, Executive Director, Georgia State 
Employee Association, Atlanta, Georgia, 12 March 1987. 
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vacation, pay, staffing and other general policies and procedures under 
which they worked. On the other hand, 68 percent were not satisfied 
with the aforementioned working conditions (see Table 2). 
TABLE 2 
QUESTION 4: ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH YOUR PRESENT WORKING CONDITIONS 
AND BENEFITS? 
N = 89 
Yes No 
Number of Responses 29 60 
Percent 32 68 
SOURCE: Data from questionnaire. 
Jeane Brett's suggested conceptual framework as to why employees 
become interested in unions is challenged by the results from this 
question. Brett identifies a direct relationship between employee 
dissatisfaction and employee interest in organized labor organizations: 
"An employee's initial interest in unionization is based on dissatisfi- 
cation with working conditions, and a perceived lack of influence in 
changing those conditions."55 Brett's theory is that once workers 
become dissatisfied they join unions. In the case of GRC, the 
55spector, "Note on Why Employees Join Unions," p. 153. 
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researcher's findings are inconsistent with Brett's theory because a 
large percentage (67) said they were not satisfied with their present 
working conditions and benefits, yet they have not joined the union. 
Organizers who attempt to recruit members at GRC hear complaints 
about understaffing, overtime work without overtime pay, as well as 
complaints regarding how they are "shut out" by the bureaucracy.56 j0b 
dissatisfication appears to be a consensus among blue-collar employees 
at GRC, nevertheless, they are not enthusiastic when they are asked 
to join labor organizations. 
Responses in Table 3 indicate the fact that 98 percent of the 
workers were aware that they had a right to join the union and 2 
percent were not. 
TABLE 3 
QUESTION 7: DID YOU KNOW THAT YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO JOIN THE UNION? 
N = 89 
Yes No 
Number of Responses 87 2 
Percent 98 2 
SOURCE: Data from questionnaire. 
561 bid. 
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Georgia state employees have the absolute right to join, form, or 
assist any union. All state employees have a constitutional right to 
engage in collective activity, including joining and participating 
in labor organization activities, as long as such activities do not 
interfere with the performance of the duties of other employees. These 
state employees also have the right to advocate and solicit union 
membership, unless the participation interferes with their work. 
In the words of Stewart Acuff, "Employee efforts to solicit labor 
organization membership of co-workers are permissible unless they 
are having a measurable disruptive influence on the work unit."57 
Although these workers may not be familiar with specific laws 
regarding labor relations, they were knowledgeable about their basic 
right to become members of the union. The first flyer distributed by 
organizers is a fact sheet stating all the rights and privileges of 
state employees. This flyer specifically lists all lawful actions 
which can be taken by state employees and the union. (See Appendix C.) 
The results in Table 4 show that 52 percent of the employees 
surveyed responded that they would join the union if they get the 
opportunity. On the other hand, the researcher found that 48 percent 
answered no, when asked if they would join if given the opportunity. 
There are ongoing opportunities for eligible employees at GRC 
to become active members of any organized labor union. GSEA began 
5?int erview with Stewart Acuff, Georgia State Employee Association, 
Atlanta, Georgia, 12 March 1987. 
40 
TABLE 4 
QUESTION 9: WOULD YOU JOIN THE UNION IF YOU HAD THE OPPORTUNITY? 
N = 89 
Yes No 
Number of Responses 46 43 
Percent 52 48 
SOURCE: Data from questionnaire. 
organizing campaigns at GRC in October of 1986. Although membership 
has not grown as quickly as they had predicted, the efforts of GSEA 
organizers have not been hampered. Organizers and GRC union members 
are determined to organize enough new members so that they may confront 
management with their complaints. 
According to Jim Seroka's observation, government policy toward 
unions directly influences the attitudes of the public employee.58 in 
view of the fact that there is no specific legislation which addresses 
labor relations and public employees in Georgia, it is feasible that 
responses to question 9 are nearly evenly divided, with 52 percent 
answering "yes" and 48 percent answering "no." 
Seroka identified political climate as an independent variable and 
level of employee growth as the dependent variable. The responses to 
58seroka, "The Determinants of Public Employee Union Growth," 
p. 5. 
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question 9 exemplify the natural relationship between independent and 
dependent variables. The unsettled legal status of Georgia public 
employees and their relationships to labor organizations distinctly 
influence these employees' negative attitudes toward the union. 
Table 5 gives a percentage value to specific reasons as to why 
employees at GRC refuse to join the union. The researcher found that 
21 percent of the workers would not join the union because they did 
not have enough time in their schedules. None of the employees surveyed 
responded that he/she would decline because of fear. However, 56 
percent of them admitted that their lack of knowledge about the union 
would benefit them was why they would refrain from joining organized 
labor unions. Only 8 percent answered that they would turn down member¬ 
ship because of dues or money. Interestingly, 15 percent of the direct 
care workers said they would not decline affiliation with the union. 
Brett's second theory suggested that: 
The likelihood that a coalition of employees will try 
to organize a union depends on whether they accept the 
concept of collective action and whether they believe 
unions will yield positive rather than negative out¬ 
comes for them.59 
Answers of the direct care employees were not consistent with Brett's 
theory. The major concern of those employees surveyed was how they 
could benefit from the union. Hence, because they are not aware of 
benefits, the results do not support Brett's explanation for reasons 
why employees favor unionization.60 




QUESTION 10: WHY WOULD YOU DECLINE TO JOIN THE UNION? 
N = 89 
A B C D E 
Number of Responses 19 0 50 7 13 
Percent 21 0 56 8 15 
Legend : A = No time 
B = Fear 
C = Lack of knowledge about what the union can do for you 
D = Money/dues 
E = Would not 
SOURCE: Data from questionnaire. 
The majority of those employees surveyed selected option "C," on 
question 10 which asked why they would decline union membership. An 
overwhelming majority (56 percent) would refuse due to their lack of 
knowledge about the union. Acuff attributed this lack of knowledge 
to the fact that these employees have neither a collective bargaining 
contract nor any federal or state collective bargaining legislation 
under the protection of the National Labor Relations Act.61 In view 
of this, Acuff says that lack of knowledge about what the union can do 
for them is a direct result of their lack of experience in collective 
^Interview with Stewart Acuff, Georgia State Employees Associa¬ 
tion, Atlanta, Georgia, 12 March 1987. 
43 
or union activity. Hence, the legal status of public or private 
employees with regard to organized labor unions strong influences 
to their existence and strength. 
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The intent of this study is to examine the causes of low union 
membership among blue-collar employees at the Georgia Retardation 
Center. From the research, it can be concluded that a large majority 
of direct care employees at GRC are aware of a union chapter which 
represents Georgia state public employees. It can also be concluded 
that these workers are not satisfied with their present working 
conditions and benefits. Responses to question 9 of the questionnaire: 
Would you join the union if you had the opportunity, helped the 
researcher conclude that almost all (98 percent) of the blue-collar 
workers at GRC know that they have a right to become active members 
in labor unions. In addition, results of the survey showed that while 
52 percent admitted they would join a union if they had the chance, 48 
percent revealed that they would decline. Lastly and most importantly, 
it may be concluded that the largest percentage (56) of GRC blue-collar 
employees would not join the union because of their lack of knowledge 
about benefits of unionization. 
Direct care employees at Georgia Retardation Center are experi¬ 
encing many injustices in their workplace. Without becoming affiliated 
with an organized labor organization, it is likely that blue-collar 
employees at GRC will continue to work under poor working conditions 
for minimum wages. 
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Once 75 percent of the workers at GRC are organized and active 
within the union, their desires for improved working conditions and 
higher pay will become a serious issue to the Georgia Department of 
Human Resources. GRC employees who are already members of the union 
and union organizers must be dedicated and determined to increase 
union membership. 
An increase in union activity among blue-collar workers at the 
Georgia Retardation Center would represent a means by which employees 
could achieve desired results to obtain fair working conditions, receive 
annual pay increases and provide the union with legal authority in 
matters which may require official representation. 
To address the problem of low union membership among blue-collar 
employees at Georgia Retardation Center, the writer offers the following 
recommendations. 
1) The Georgia State Employees Association should put pressure 
on the state legislature to enact a codified process for 
collective bargaining as it pertains to employees of the 
state. This can be done by the union's increased involvement 
in state politics. Union officials must attend community 
meetings which local state legislators frequently attend. 
GSEA should also openly and consistently develop political 
clout by becoming affiliated with specific politicians who 
support legislation in regards collective bargaining and 
labor-management relations for public employees in Georgia. 
2) In order to implement Recommendation 1, the organizing effort 
of Georgia State Employees Association must be intensified. 
With an increase in membership, the union will be in a better 
position to influence state legislators. Union organizers 
could apply the following strategies in order to increase union 
membership; specifically, at Georgia Retardation Center: 
A) Educating nonunion members on how membership would benefit 
them. This could be done by sending out printed materials 
on union benefits to union members to share with nonunion 
members at their workplaces. 
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B) Union representatives should meet with members at worksites 
on a regular basis to give them the opportunity to discuss 
any problems they might have with management. 
C) The union could use such information as a "stepping stone" 
to educate other employees on how they could benefit by 
joining the union. 
D) These workers must maintain consistent and forceful efforts 
in attempting to have a voice in the determination of their 
working conditions; then, they can use increased membership 
and victories to feed on each other, thus creating a "snow¬ 
ball effect." 
3) To implement Recommendation 2, GSEA needs to hire two new 
organizers who will work solely on organizing at Georgia 
Retardation Center. The Executive Director would need to 
prepare a proposal requesting additional personnel and present 
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873 Charles Allen, #7 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
April 1, 1987 
Dr. Bénard Wagner 
Georgia Retardation Center 
4770 North Peachtree Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30338 
Dear Dr. Wagner: 
I am a graduate student at Atlanta University. I am currently 
working on my thesis "Public Sector Unionization: The Case of Georgia 
Retardation Center." The study focuses on union activity at GRC. I 
have attached a Questionnaire which will enable me to identify the 
causes of low or high unionism among the Center's employees. 
Your cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. Please 
contact me once you have reviewed the questions so that we can discuss 
any problems you may have with their content. My home phone is 
872-7343 and my work number is 633-9977. 
Once again, thank you. 
Sincerely, 








1) How long have you worked for the Department of Human resources? 
a) 1-5 years 
b) 5-10 years 
c) 10 - 15 years 
d) 15 year or more 
2) What is your salary? 
a) $4,000 - $10,000 
b) $10,000 - $15,000 
c) $15,000 - $20,000 
d) $20,000 or more 
3) Were you aware of a union chapter for state employees? 
a) yes 
b) no 
4) Are you satisfied with your present working conditions and benefits? 
a) yes 
b ) no 





6) Do you feel you have ever been racially harrassed at work? 
a) yes 
b) no 
7) Did you know that you have a right to join the union? 
a) yes 
b) no 




9) Would you join the union if you had the opportunity? 
a) yes 
b) no 
10) Why would you decline to join the union? 
a) no time 
b) fear 
c) lack of knowledge about what the union can do for you 
d) money/dues 
e) would not 
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APPENDIX C 
FLYER DISTRIBUTED BY GSEA 
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YOU HAVE THE RIGHT 
@TO JOIN THE UNION 
THE LAW 
** Georgia state employees have the absolute right to join, 
form, or assist any union. All state employees have a 
constitutional right to engage in collective activity, 
including joining and participating in labor organization 
activities, as long as such activity does not interfere 
with the performance of the duties of other employees. 
** The state or a state agency or institution has the legal 
right to bargain with the union about wages, hours, or 
working conditions! "The court concluded that in the sense 
of mçp+.lng and consulting with union officials concerning 
the working conditions of public employees there was no 
problem." 
** The state cannot sign a contract with the union unless 
authorized by the legislature. 
** Strikes by state employees are illegal by current Georgia 
law. 
** It is illegal in Georgia to deduct union dues from a 
paycheck. 
** The question of peaceful picketing by public employees 
raises unsettled legal issues which will probably have to 
be resolved on a case-by-case basis. It is possible that 
peaceful picketing _which is purely informative and does 
not interfere in any way with the performance of public 
functions may be protected by the first amendment. 
** The courts have said state employees may not be retaliated 
against for associating with a union. 
** State employees have the right to advocate and solicit 
union membership unless the solicitation interferes with 
work. As Reuben Lassiter sayss "Employee efforts to 
solicit labor organization membership of co-workers are 
permissable unless they are having a measureable disrup¬ 
tive influence on the work unit." 
** DHR supervisors are not allowed to talk against the union. 
** Employee requests for annual leave for union purposes are 
to be handled the same as any request for annual leave. 
LocaU9Si 
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